REMARKS 

Careful review and examination of the subject application 
are noted and appreciated. 



IN THE DRAWINGS 

Applicant's representative respectfully traverses the 
requirement to label FIG. 1 as prior art. Despite the assertion by 
the Examiner, no admission has been made regarding FIG. 1 as prior 
art and the requirement should be withdrawn. After the Examiner 
withdraws the rejection over the background section (e.g., FIG. 1) , 
Applicant's representative will label the drawings "conventional". 

CLAIM OBJECTIONS 

The objection to the claims has been obviated, in part, 
by appropriate amendment and traversed, in part, and should be 
withdrawn. Event detection information has antecedent basis in the 
preamble of claim 13. Therefore, no change is needed in claim 13. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103 

The rejection of claims 1, 3-13 and 15-21 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 as being unpatentable over the background section of the 
present application in view of Stirling is respectfully traversed 
and should be withdrawn. 
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The background section discloses a conventional 
communication protocol. The background section discloses two 
electrical communications channels. "One of the communication 
channels 14 or 16 contains information about a first local event 
detected. The other one of the communication channels 14 or 16 
contains information about a last local event detected." (See page 
2, lines 6-9 of the specification) . 

In contrast, claim 1 of the present invention discloses 
an apparatus comprising one or more stations each configured to (i) 
receive local events from a local input and (ii) present broadcast 
information over a shared communication channel . The stations are 
each configured to broadcast timing information comprising (a) a 
first synchronous local event and (b) a last synchronous local 
event. The stations share the broadcast information with each of 
the other stations over the shared communication channel. Claims 
12 and 13 have similar limitations. The background section does 
not teach or suggest a communication protocol device configured to 
broadcast the first and last event over a shared communications 
channel, as presently claimed. Stirling does not cure the 
deficiencies of the background section. Furthermore, there is no 
motivation provided to support the combination, other than w it 
would have been obvious" to do so. 

In particular, the background section is concerned with 
a protocol device for the broadcast of event information over two 
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electrical communications channels. The first channel (either 14 
or 16) of the background only communicates information about the 
first local event. The second channel (the other of either 14 or 
16) of the background only communicates information about the 
second local event. Neither the channel 14 or the channel 16 
communicates both a first local event and a last local event, as 
presently claimed. Therefore, the background section does not 
teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 
Stirling makes no mention of a first local event and a last local 
event, as presently claimed. If Stirling makes no mention of such 
local events, what motivation is there to make the proposed 
combination? Clearly, no motivation is present. As such, the 
presently claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejection should be allowable. 

Furthermore, Claim 6 is independently patentable over the 
background. Claim 6 comprises of a receive module that is used to 
receive the event detection information from the station, and a 
transmit module that is used to transmit the event detection 
information from the station through the communication channel. 
Despite the broad conclusion presented in the Office Action, the 
background section does not disclose such transmit or receive 
modules. The citation provided (i.e., page 1, lines 16-18) does 
not mention such modules. As such, claim 6 is independently 
patentable over the background section. 



9 



As such, the presently claimed invention is fully 
patentable over the cited references and the rejection should be 
wi thdrawn . 

Accordingly, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. Early and favorable action by the Examiner is 
respectfully solicited. 

The Examiner is respectfully invited to call the 
Applicant's representative should it be deemed beneficial to 
further advance prosecution of the application. 

If any additional fees are due, please charge our office 
Account No. 50-0541. 
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